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February 11, 2010
Attention: Prospective Proposers for Canaan-Pittsfield, Sibley Pond Bridge Replacement
Project
Subject: Canaan-Pittsfield, Sibley Pond Bridge Design-Build Project (MaineDOT PIN
15618.00) – Response to Questions Received on the Draft Request for Proposals (RFP)
The following are responses to questions received on January 28, 2010 on the draft RFP.
1. Section 105.1.1.2 Anticipated Right of Way Services (p. 71 of the Draft General
Conditions): We assume that the “assistance and support to the Department during
acquisition negotiations” in Section 105.1.1.2 is limited to the Design-Builder
responding to questions regarding the project design, mapping details and appraisal
assumptions, and does not include direct negotiations with landowners. Please
confirm.
A.

Yes, that is correct, and it may involve accompanying the Department’s
representative during acquisition negotiations in order to answer questions about
the Project, the mapping, and the appraisals.

2. Section 106.2.4.2 Quality Control Plan Requirements (p. 124 of the Draft General
Conditions) states: “The QCP shall identify the Design-Builder’s QC personnel,
including the Design QA Manager ultimately responsible for the quality of the work.”
This statement seems to place the construction liability and accountability unto the
Design team. Please clarify intent.
A.

The intent is to have the individual managing the QCP be a full-time employee of
the Designer and report to the Design Manager. Please refer to page 123,
paragraph 4 of the RFP.

3. Section 106.2.4.6 QCP Non-Compliance (p. 126 of the Draft General Conditions): how
are the QC incidents aggregated? By type? Unrelated incidents occurring within a
given time period? Is the clock reset after a certain amount of time?
A.

The incidents of failing to comply with the approved QCP are additive,
regardless of what is in non-conformance.

4. Section 106.2.4.11 Unacceptable Work (p. 128 of Draft General Conditions): suggest
the addition of the following language: “…without cost or liability to the Department, so
long as Contractor is notified of the unacceptable work prior to final acceptance by the
Department or within the applicable warranty period.”
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A.

The suggested language will not be added to the RFP.

5. Section 107.7.2 Schedule of Liquidated Damages (p. 146 of the Draft General
Conditions): Would the Department be willing include an aggregate cap to liquidated
damages?
A.

No, there will be no aggregate cap for liquidated damages.

6. The hydrology information cited in the Appendix K f the Draft RFP only gives flow rates.
Is there additional information available?
A.

The only hydrology information prepared by the Department is the flow rate data
provided in Appendix K. A hydraulic analysis has not been performed at this
site. To our knowledge, there is no gage data at this location. The only other
information that we are aware of is a Sibley Pond water level of 226’ (NGVD)
indicated on the USGS topographic map.

7. The Preliminary Engineering Study 1982 shows a Q50 of 1600 cfs, whereas the
information contained in the Draft RFP shows a Q50 of 781 cfs. Please provide
clarification.
A.

The following is a summary of peak flow estimates at this site:

Area (mi2)
NWI wetlands (%)
Q1.1
Q50
Q100
Q500

2010
Latest
USGS
17.71
15.6
194
1025
1176
1542

2009
Previous
USGS
17.58
19.2
159
781
892
1156

1982
Benson
18.3

Old
USGS
18.3

FHWA
(A)
18.3

FHWA
(B)
18.3

1456
1718

1884
2282

1188
1392

1848
2170

Final

500
1600
1900

The estimates in Appendix K were calculated with the latest (1999) USGS
regression equations for Maine; the results are summarized above under
“Previous USGS”. These equations utilize just two (2) watershed characteristics
- area and National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands. The watershed
characteristics were recalculated using the ArcHydro software package in
ArcGIS upon review by the Department’s Hydraulic Engineer. The results are
shown above under “Latest USGS”. The estimated areas are nearly identical.
Peak flow estimates are very sensitive to NWI wetlands, and so the latest USGS
estimates are higher (dues to smaller NWI wetlands).
The results reported in the 1982 Preliminary Engineering Study are for four (4)
different statistical methods of varying ages, data sets, and accuracy. Thus,
there is a wide range of estimates. The “Final” estimates represent an
interpretation of the different results. All of these methods have long since been
superseded by the 1999 USGS equations (WRIR 99-4008).
Our recommendation for design hydrology is to use the values listed under
“Latest USGS”. The updated Excel spreadsheet containing the peak flow
calculations will be added to Appendix K on the Project Documents webpage at
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/cp/documents.htm.
8. In Section 104.4.7 of the General Requirements, 2nd paragraph, is it the Department’s
intent for the Design Builder to indemnify the Department for work performed by
others?

A.

It is the intent of the Department for the Design-Builder to indemnify the
Department from all claims that arise from the Design-Builder’s acts or
omissions related to this Other Work.

9. Section 110.3.5 of the General Requirements references the possibility of Owner’s and
Design-Builder’s Protective Liability insurance. Will this be a requirement for the
Canaan Bridge Project?
A.

Yes, Owner’s and Contractor’s Protective Liability Insurance is required for this
Project as per Section 1.8 of the Project Requirements.

10. Section 110.3.7 of the General Requirements references the possibility of
Environmental Impairment insurance. Will this be required for the Canaan Bridge
project?
A.

No, Environmental Impairment Insurance is not required for this Project.

11. The RFP identifies the potential for petroleum in the soils but the extent in the project
area is not known. Will any mitigation of petroleum contaminated soils be handled as a
differing site condition and compensated on a change order basis?
A.

No, this work would not be considered a differing site condition as the
Department has identified the area and the potential possibility of contaminated
soils, which are described in Special Provision 203. The Design-Builder should
address this work effort as they deem needed in their Lump Sum Price.

12. Please clarify when the repairs to the existing bridge are to be started and completed.
A.

The specified repairs to the existing bridge are expected to be started and
completed as soon as the Design-Builder can mobilize and do the work. Other
work relating to the new bridge can be done concurrently.

13. Apart from table provided in Appendix K, please supply any additional background
information (or references to) regarding the normal seasonal pond water elevations as
well as pond elevations at Q50 and Q100?
A.

The only available pond water level information to the Department’s knowledge
is the 226’ value indicated on the USGS topographic map.

14. In reference to Section 105.12.9.4.4, has overtopping and ice impact occurred
previously at this location to the existing bridge? If so, please provide any available
details/background information.
A.

At the Preliminary Meeting held on June 25, 2009, the Department asked the
attendees for input on any flooding concerns. One attendee indicated that prior
to 1987, the water never went over the bridge, but came close in 1987. The
Department has no information on overtopping or ice impacts at this location.

Sincerely,

Leanne R. Timberlake, P.E.
Project Manager

